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Pursuant to sections 54.719(c) and 54.722 of the Commission’s rules,1 Shawnee Mission 

School District (SMSD)2 hereby respectfully requests a waiver of Commission rules for the 

Universal Service Schools and Libraries program and a review of a funding decision by the 

Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC).  For the reasons set forth below, the 

Wireline Competition Bureau (Bureau) should grant this waiver in a streamlined public notice, 

and remand the affected applications back to USAC for commitments. 

USAC denied the applications at issue in this request on the grounds that SMSD failed to 

remove ineligible components from the bids it received before analyzing the bids.  USAC denied 

one of the applications on the additional ground that SMSD had improperly excluded one bidder 

from the bid evaluation process.  SMSD requests a waiver because even though it was unable to 

                                                 
1 47 C.F.R. § 54.719(b), (c); 47 C.F.R. § 54.722(a). 
2 BEN 137619. 
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identify and exclude the ineligible services from consideration at the time it selected the winning 

bid, it nonetheless selected the lowest-priced bid for the eligible services for both applications.  

Under these circumstances, a waiver is consistent with Commission precedent and is in the 

public interest.  Furthermore, SMSD’s exclusion of one bidder was wholly appropriate because 

that bidder failed to include all of the requested services in its bid.    
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I. Background 

The Shawnee Mission School District (SMSD) is located in a suburb of Kansas City, 

Missouri.  It is the third largest school district in the state of Kansas.  The district has 

approximately 27,500 students who attend 33 elementary schools, five middle schools, and six 

high schools.  SMSD is in the process of implementing an initiative that will provide each 

student with a device capable of accessing the Internet and integrating the use of that technology 

into its curriculum.  Accordingly, the district projects it will have 35,000 network users, 

including students and district employees, by the 2019-2020 school year.  SMSD has a district-

wide discount rate of 60 percent.   

On January 28, 2016, SMSD posted an FCC Form 470 for Category 2 services.3  On its 

FCC Form 470, SMSD sought bids for E-rate eligible services, including switches and 

uninterruptible power sources (UPS)/battery back-ups.4  Specifically, SMSD sought quotes for 

555 units of 2.2 KVA smart UPS and 70 units of 48 VDC external batteries.5  It also sought a 

quote for one Cisco (or equivalent) Nexus 7009 switch, including all necessary licenses, 

hardware and software components.6   

UPS Bids.  Four companies bid for the UPS services: CDW Government (CDW), Kinetic 

Technologies, Twotrees Technologies (Twotrees), and Alexander Open Systems (AOS).7  

                                                 
3 See Exhibit 1, SMSD FCC Form 470 for Funding Year 2016.  
4 Id. 
5 Id. 
6 Id. 
7 See Exhibit 2 (CDW), Exhibit 3 (Kinetic), Exhibit 4 (Twotrees) and Exhibit 5 (AOS). 
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SMSD selected CDW as providing the most cost-effective services after evaluating its bid.  

CDW’s bid was the least expensive of the four bidders at $497,034.60.8 

Switch Bids.  Four companies also bid to provide the Cisco Nexus 7009, or equivalent, 

switch:  Sirius, Network Computer Systems (NCS), AOS, and Twotrees.9  Twotrees did not 

include all of the requested components in its bid, so SMSD evaluated the quotes provided by 

other three bidders.10  AOS combined its bids for this switch as well as another project so SMSD 

considered its bid for the Nexus switch when it considered bids for that project.11  Sirius was 

selected as the winning bidder as it had the lowest price at $176,396.70, narrowly beating out 

AOS, whose bid was $177,452.12     

After selecting its winning bidders, SMSD filed applications for the UPS and switching 

equipment.13  SMSD did not intend to request E-rate funding for ineligible services.  However, 

after a review of these applications, USAC determined that SMSD failed to remove the ineligible 

components from the bids in order to conduct its analysis of the bids.14  In addition, for the 

switch bid, USAC found that SMSD did not carefully consider all bids.15   

                                                 
8 See Exhibit 2.  The next lowest bidder was Twotrees at $539,000.  See Exhibit 4. 
9 Exhibit 6 (Sirius), Exhibit 7 (NCS), Exhibit 8 (AOS) and Exhibit 9 (Twotrees).  
10 See Exhibit 9. 
11 Because AOS did not differentiate between the two projects in its quotation, it was unclear exactly what 
AOS was intending to bid for.  See Exhibit 8.     
12 See Exhibits 6 and 8. 
13 Application Nos.161026051 and 161025981. 
14 Exhibit 10, FY 2016 FCDL for 471 No. 161026051, FRN 1699051920 (UPS FCDL); Exhibit 11, FY 
2016 FCDL for 471 No. 161025981, FRN 1699051692 (Switch FCDL).  
15 See Exhibit 10, Switch FCDL.  USAC did not provide any further detail or support for its finding. 
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USAC denied SMSD’s application for UPS services on December 19, 2016, and its 

application for the Nexus Switch on January 4, 2017.16  As petitioners have 60 days to appeal 

any decision of USAC, SMSD files this appeal and waiver timely.     

II. The Bureau Should Grant SMSD’s Waiver Request and Appeal Because a 
Grant Is Consistent with Commission Precedent. 

 
USAC denied both of the applications at issue in this request on the grounds that SMSD 

failed to remove ineligible components from the bids it received before analyzing them.  USAC 

denied one of the applications on the additional ground that SMSD had not carefully considered 

all bidders.  SMSD respectfully argues that a waiver is appropriate because, even though it was 

unable to identify and exclude the ineligible services from consideration at the time it selected 

the winning bid, it nonetheless selected the lowest-priced bid for the eligible services.  Under 

these circumstances, a waiver is consistent with Commission precedent and is in the public 

interest.  Furthermore, SMSD’s exclusion of Twotrees was wholly appropriate because it failed 

to include all of the requested services in its bid.   

As an initial matter, SMSD properly files this request with the Commission, rather than 

with USAC.  Commission rules require parties appealing USAC decisions to first seek relief 

from USAC, unless the party is seeking a waiver of Commission rules, which only the 

Commission can grant.17  One of the FRNs involved in the instant request contains two disputed 

issues, one of which can only be addressed through a waiver.  Even though USAC could 

potentially address the other issue in that FRN, it would make no sense for SMSD to file an 

appeal with USAC before coming to the Commission when USAC lacks the authority to act on 

                                                 
16 See Exhibits 10 and 11. 
17 47 C.F.R. § 54.719(c). 
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the other denial reason.18  Accordingly, SMSD respectfully asserts that it is proper to file this 

request with the Commission. 

A. SMSD’s Waiver Should Be Granted Because It Selected the Least Expensive 
Bidder When the Ineligible Services Are Removed from the Evaluation 
 

Any of the Commission’s rules may be waived if good cause is shown.19  The 

Commission may exercise its discretion to waive a rule where the particular facts make strict 

compliance inconsistent with the public interest.20  In addition, the Commission may take into 

account considerations of hardship, equity, or more effective implementation of overall policy on 

an individual basis.21   

The Commission has explained that while price must be the primary factor considered in 

selecting a bid, applicants may also take other factors into consideration.22  The Bureau has 

noted that “[a]lthough applicants may consider factors other than the pre-discount prices of 

eligible services when determining whether a particular offering is the most cost-effective, 

applicants must use the price of eligible services as the primary factor when selecting the 

winning offer for E-rate supported services.”23   

Here, SMSD admittedly considered the cost of ineligible components in selecting the 

winning bid, even though it did not intend to do so.  However, SMSD respectfully argues that a 

waiver of sections 54.504 and 54.511 would nonetheless be consistent with Commission 

                                                 
18 Id. 
19 47 C.F.R. § 1.3. 
20 Northeast Cellular Telephone Co. v. FCC, 897 F.2d 1164, 1166 (D.C. Cir. 1990) (Northeast Cellular). 
21 WAIT Radio v. FCC, 418 F.2d 1153, 1159 (D.C. Cir. 1969); Northeast Cellular, 897 F.2d at 1166.   
22 Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, 12 FCC Rcd 
8776, 9029-30 ¶ 481 (1997). 
23 Requests for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Spokane School 
District 81; Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Order, 
28 FCC Rcd 6026, 6028 ¶ 4 (Wireline Comp. Bur. 2013) (emphasis added). 
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precedent because SMSD selected the lowest-priced bid when the ineligible services are 

excluded from the price of the services.  The Commission routinely waives the “price-as-the-

primary-factor” rule when petitioners can show they selected the least expensive bidder.24    

With respect to the UPS services, SMSD has created a chart to demonstrate that CDW, its 

selected vendor, was the lowest bidder when only the eligible services are considered.25  SMSD 

now has identified and removed the ineligible services (web cards and extended warranties), and 

calculated the pricing of the E-rate eligible services.26  As indicated on the chart, CDW offered 

the lowest option for the E-rate eligible services with a price of $361,734.60.27  Twotrees’ bid 

would have been $390,917.50; AOS’s bid would have been $397,063.50 and Kinetic’s bid was 

$703,942.45.      

With respect to the Nexus Switch and associated components, SMSD similarly created a 

chart to demonstrate that its selected vendor, Sirius, was the lowest bidder when only the eligible 

services are considered.28  SMSD has now identified and removed the ineligible services 

(extended warranties and a network analysis module), and calculated the pricing of the E-rate 

                                                 
24 See, e.g., Request for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Allendale County 
School District et al.; Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, 
Order, 26 FCC Rcd 6109 (Wireline Comp. Bur. 2011) (Allendale Order) (finding that a waiver of the 
Commission’s competitive bidding rules was in the public interest where the petitioners selected the least 
expensive responsive service offering); see also Streamlined Resolution of Requests Related to Actions by 
the Universal Service Administrative Company, CC Docket No. 02-6, WC Docket Nos. 02-60, 13-184, 
Public Notice, DA 15-127, at 3 n.7 (WCB, rel. January 29, 2015) (January 2015 Public Notice). 
25 Exhibit 12. 
26 SMSD reached out to its service providers for their assistance in determining which services are 
eligible and which are not.   
27 Id. 
28 Exhibit 13.   
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services.29  As indicated on the chart, Sirius was the lowest bidder for the services with a price of 

$140,088.80.30  AOS’s bid was $140,945.31 and NCS’s bid was $171,332.49.   

In addition to the Allendale Order, the Bureau has provided a separate rationale for 

waiver when the petitioner has demonstrated that the outcome of the competitive bidding process 

would have been the same had the petitioner evaluated only the eligible services in its 

procurement analysis.  For example, the Bureau found in Coolidge that a comparison of the bid 

evaluation sheets only including E-rate eligible items to the evaluation conducted originally 

demonstrated that the winning vendor would have been the same if Coolidge had excluded the 

ineligible components from consideration.31  The Bureau found that Coolidge’s vendor selection 

process “was not compromised by its technical violation” of the Commission’s rules.32 

 Because Sirius and CDW were the lowest bidders with both the eligible and the ineligible 

services included in the evaluation and when the ineligible services are removed, SMSD’s bid 

evaluations also meets the standard for a waiver in Coolidge.  Both vendors received the most 

points for price, under both bid methodologies.  Obviously, all other scores on the evaluation 

would not change.  As a result, in addition to the grounds for waiver under the Allendale Order, 

the Coolidge Order also provides a separate ground for the Bureau to waive the “price-as-the-

primary-factor” rule for SMSD.   

                                                 
29 SMSD reached out to its service providers for their assistance in determining which services are 
eligible and which are not.   
30 Id. 
31 Requests for Review of Decisions of the Universal Service Administrator by Coolidge Unified School 
District 21; Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, CC Docket No. 02-6, Order, 28 
FCC Rcd 16907 (Wireline Comp. Bur. 2013) (Coolidge Order) (waiving sections 54.504 and 54.511 of 
the Commission’s rules where the record demonstrated that the applicant would have selected the same 
vendor if it had excluded the price of ineligible items from the “cost” criterion). 
32 Id. 
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Finally, a grant of the requested waiver would be in the public interest.  SMSD was trying 

in good faith to follow Commission rules and to purchase the lowest cost services when it 

initially selected the winning bidders.  However, the quotations it received from the vendors did 

not separate the eligible and ineligible services, and it was difficult to determine which services 

were E-rate eligible from their quotes.33  As such, SMSD simply evaluated the pricing of the 

package of services offered.   

SMSD committed no waste, fraud or abuse in its selection of winning vendors.  The fact 

that SMSD has a district-wide discount of 60 percent, and thus has to pay for 40 percent of the 

E-rate eligible services itself, means it has a significant incentive to purchase the most cost-

effective services, and indeed it purchased the least expensive services.  It would serve no 

program purpose to deny funding to the district for its understandable confusion about which 

services to omit from its evaluation of pricing.    

B. SMSD Properly Excluded Twotrees from Its Evaluation Process When 
Purchasing Its Switching Equipment 

 
Contrary to USAC’s finding that SMSD did not carefully consider all of the bids it 

received for its switching equipment, SMSD did not violate Commission rules when it 

disqualified Twotrees from further consideration in the switching procurement.  Indeed, SMSD’s 

actions demonstrate diligent compliance with both the rules and the intent of those rules.  First, 

SMSD conducted a thorough, detailed process as it carefully considered each bid.  It was 

SMSD’s careful consideration that led to the disqualification of Twotrees.  Second, the 

Commission (and USAC’s own procedures) allows an applicant to disqualify unqualified 

                                                 
33 SMSD also would note that the Commission’s eligible services list is not very specific with respect to 
whether some of the services are eligible or ineligible.  SMSD thought if there were any issue with the 
eligibility of the services, USAC would assist with the identification of those services and remove them 
from the funding request.  SMSD is requesting funding only for the eligible services. 
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bidders, and the Commission has previously found that a disqualification for a vendor’s inability 

to provide the requested services throughout the term of the contract, as happened here, is 

allowed under program rules. 

As an initial matter, SMSD conducted a thorough, detailed competitive bidding process 

and carefully considered all the bids it received as part of that process.34  SMSD received a 

number of competing bids, evaluated them diligently, gave due consideration to price as required 

by program rules, and then chose the most cost-effective services for its needs.  It eliminated 

Twotrees from consideration because Twotrees failed to bid all of the required components. 35  

There are no concerns of waste, fraud and abuse here, or evidence of any harm to the competitive 

bidding process due to Twotrees’ disqualification.         

Second, previous Commission orders and USAC procedures allow for disqualification of 

bidders, consistent with SMSD’s actions here.  In Allendale, the Commission found that two 

other applicants had properly disqualified vendors that were unable to meet the requirements of 

the RFP.36  USAC denied funding to River Rouge and Whittier City school districts because 

USAC said they failed to consider all bids submitted in response to their posted FCC Forms 470.  

In both cases, the districts disqualified a vendor that failed meet the requirements of the bid 

                                                 
34 47 C.F.R. § 54.511(a) (Commission rules provide that “in selecting a provider of eligible services, 
schools . . . shall carefully consider all bids submitted”).  
35 SMSD considered AOS’s services as part of a bid for a different piece of equipment as AOS did not 
separate its bids or clearly identify which services it was intending to bid for.  To the extent USAC’s 
denial also meant to indicate that SMSD also did not carefully consider AOS’s bid, SMSD would 
respectfully request a waiver as the analysis provided in the previous section would apply to this 
competitive bidding rule as well.  As described previously, SMSD selected the least expensive offering 
provided by all of the bidders, including AOS.  See, e.g., Allendale Order.    
36 See Allendale Order ¶ 13.  
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request.37  For River Rouge, the vendor failed to respond to all of the items requested.38  Whittier 

City disqualified a bidder, Advanced Scientific Applications, Inc. (ASA), after further inquiring 

into the specifics of its proposal.39  Whittier determined that ASA could not provide the 

requested service on a district-wide basis.  In both cases, the Commission found that the 

applicants considered the bids and rejected the disqualified bids only after determining they did 

not meet the requirements of their respective RFPs.40  Specifically, in the case of Whittier, the 

Commission found that “[b]ased on our review of the record, we find that Whittier also evaluated 

the responsive bidders consistent with E-rate program rules.  The fact that Whittier initiated 

contact with ASA to discuss the proposal’s terms and conditions, and only rejected the proposal 

after learning that ASA could not provide the requested services leads us to conclude that 

Whittier carefully considered ASA’s submission.”41  

Just as in those situations, SMSD “carefully considered” the Twotrees bid and found it 

lacking.  Specifically, the Twotrees bid did not include all of the services that SMSD had 

requested, the same situation as in River Rouge.  The other three bidders included these 

components as responsive to the bid so there is no reason that Twotrees couldn’t have done so as 

well. The precedent described above supports SMSD’s decision to disqualify a bid that did not 

cover all of the requested services. 

                                                 
37 Id.  
38 Id. 
39 Allendale Order ¶ 14. 
40 Allendale Order ¶¶ 13-14.  
41 Allendale Order ¶ 14.  
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On its website, USAC has stated that an RFP must state specific requirements for 

disqualification.42  There is no requirement more basic than the actual provision of the service 

requested. It is inherent in competitive bidding processes that the bidder must submit a bid for 

the services requested.  If a school sought bids for a school bus, but a vendor offered a car 

instead, the school would not have to consider that as a responsive bid.  SMSD eliminated 

Twotrees from further consideration because it did not bid for the requested services.  SMSD 

could not have even compared Twotrees’ pricing to the other bidders when it did not include 

pricing for a significant part of the services requested in its bid. 

SMSD selected the most cost-effective services after careful consideration of all the bids 

it received.  For these reasons, we respectfully request that the Commission find that SMSD did 

not violate the rule requiring applicants to carefully consider all bids.  If the Commission 

believes that the SMSD made some error in its consideration of the bids, then SMSD respectfully 

requests that the Bureau waive the rule.  Consistent with Commission precedent, SMSD selected 

the least expensive bidder, as demonstrated and explained in the preceding section.  

  

                                                 
42 See http://usac.org/sl/applicants/step02/evaluation.aspx.  In guidance on its website, USAC certainly 
expects some vendors to be disqualified.  See http://usac.org/sl/applicants/step02/evaluation.aspx; see also 
http://www.usac.org/_res/documents/sl/pdf/samples/Bid-Evaluation-Matrix.pdf.  But see In the Matter of 
Requests for Review of Decisions of the Universal Services Administrator by Baltimore City School 
District and Cobb County School District, Schools and Libraries Universal Service Support Mechanism, 
WC Docket No. 02-6, DA 11-1368, ¶ 12 (Wireline Comp. Bur. 2011) (Baltimore City School District).  
In Baltimore City School District, the Wireline Competition Bureau required only schools and libraries 
that wanted to use a multi-tier evaluation process to provide notice of that process, including criteria for 
disqualification.  Here, SMSD did not use a multi-tier evaluation process and so no notice of that type of 
process or specific disqualification factors was required.  Id. 

http://usac.org/sl/applicants/step02/evaluation.aspx
http://usac.org/sl/applicants/step02/evaluation.aspx
http://www.usac.org/_res/documents/sl/pdf/samples/Bid-Evaluation-Matrix.pdf
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III. CONCLUSION  
 

For the foregoing reasons, the Bureau should grant SMSD’s request for appeal and 

waiver in a streamlined public notice issued by the Bureau.  The Bureau should also grant a 

waiver of any other rules as it believes necessary to effectuate a grant of this appeal, and remand 

the applicants to USAC for commitment. 

Respectfully, 
 
 
       /s/ Gina Spade     
 
       Gina Spade 
       Broadband Legal Strategies 
       1629 K Street, NW Suite 300 
       Washington, DC 20006 
       (p) 202-907-6252 
       (f) 202-789-3530 

gina@broadbandlegal.com 
 
 
February 14, 2017 
 
  

mailto:gina@broadbandlegal.com
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Exhibit 1 

     SMSD FCC Form 470 for Funding Year 2016

 



FCC Form 470 – Funding Year 2016
Form 470 Application Number: 160021678

SMSD 2016 UPS/Firewall/Switch

Billed Entity
SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512
7235 ANTIOCH ROAD
SHAWNEE MSN, JOHNSON, KS 66204-1758
913-993-6200

Billed Entity Number: 137619
FCC Registration Number: 0011775368

Contact Information
Ed Holt
eddieholt@eratesolutions.com
785-840-0100 ext.105

Application Type
Applicant Type: School District
Recipients of Services: Pre-K; Public School District

Number of Eligible Entities: 44

Consulting Firms
Name Consultant

Registration Number
Phone
Number

Email

eRate Solutions, L.L.C. 16024804 866-333-7283 eddieholt@eratesolutions.com

Consultants
Name Phone Number Email

Ed Holt 785-840-0100 ext.105 eddieholt@eratesolutions.com

RFPs
Id Name

Category One Service Requests

Service Type Function Other

Minimum

Capacity

Maximum

Capacity Entities Quantity Unit

Installation

and Initial

Configuration?

Maintenance

and Technical

Support? Associated RFPs

Description of Other Functions
Id Name

Narrative

Category Two Service Requests

Service Type Function Manufacturer Other Entities Quantity Unit

Installation

and Initial

Configuration? Associated RFPs

Internal Connections UPS/Battery Backup Tripplite or

equivalent

625 Each Yes

Internal Connections Firewall Service and

Components

Cisco Systems or

equivalent

1 Each Yes



Service Type Function Manufacturer Other Entities Quantity Unit

Installation

and Initial

Configuration? Associated RFPs

Internal Connections Switches Cisco Systems or

equivalent

1 Each Yes

Description of Other Manufacturers
Id Name

Narrative
Quotes sought on the following products or their equivalents.
555 Tripplite 2.2 KVA Smart UPS 100/110/120V (including tower conversion remote monitor and warranties)
70 Tripplite 48VDC External Batter UPS 2U (including warranties)
1 Cicso Firepower 9300 Firewall (including all necessary hardware and software components)
1 Cisco Nexus 7009 Switch (including all necessary licenses, hardware and software components)

Technical Contact
Bill Shaffer
Director of Network and Technical Services
913-993-8801
billshaffer@smsd.org

State and Local Procurement Restrictions

Recipients of Service
Billed Entity Number Billed Entity Name
137619 SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512

Certifications
I certify that the applicant includes:

I certify that the applicant includes schools under the statutory definitions of elementary and secondary schools found in the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C. §§ 7801 (18) and (38), that do not operate as for-profit businesses, and do not have endowments
exceeding $50 million.

Other Certifications

I certify that this FCC Form 470 and any applicable RFP will be available for review by potential bidders for at least 28 days before
considering all bids received and selecting a service provider. I certify that all bids submitted will be carefully considered and the bid
selected will be for the most cost-effective service or equipment offering, with price being the primary factor, and will be the most
cost-effective means of meeting educational needs and technology goals.

I certify that I have reviewed all applicable FCC, state, and local procurement/competitive bidding requirements and that I have
complied with them. I acknowledge that persons willfully making false statements on this form may be punished by fine or forfeiture,
under the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. §§ 502, 503(b), or fine or imprisonment under Title 18 of the United States Code, 18
U.S.C. § 1001.

I acknowledge that FCC rules provide that persons who have been convicted of criminal violations or held civilly liable for certain
acts arising from their participation in the schools and libraries support mechanism are subject to suspension and debarment from the
program.



I certify that I will retain required documents for a period of at least 10 years (or whatever retention period is required by the rules
in effect at the time of this certification) after the later of the last day of the applicable funding year or the service delivery deadline
for the associated funding request. I certify that I will retain all documents necessary to demonstrate compliance with the statute and
Commission rules regarding the form for, receipt of, and delivery of services receiving schools and libraries discounts. I acknowledge
that I may be audited pursuant to participation in the schools and libraries program. I certify that the services the applicant purchases
at discounts provided by 47 U.S.C. § 254 will be used primarily for educational purposes, see 47 C.F.R. § 54.500, and will not be
sold, resold or transferred in consideration for money or any other thing of value, except as permitted by the Commission’s rules at 47
C.F.R. § 54.513. Additionally, I certify that the entity or entities listed on this form have not received anything of value or a promise
of anything of value, other than services and equipment sought by means of this form, from the service provider, or any representative
or agent thereof or any consultant in connection with this request for services.

I acknowledge that support under this support mechanism is conditional upon the school(s) and/or library(ies) I represent securing
access, separately or through this program, to all of the resources, including computers, training, software, internal connections,
maintenance, and electrical capacity necessary to use the services purchased effectively. I recognize that some of the aforementioned
resources are not eligible for support. I certify that I have considered what financial resources should be available to cover these
costs. I certify that I am authorized to procure eligible services for the eligible entity(ies). I certify that I am authorized to submit this
request on behalf of the eligible entity(ies) listed on this form, that I have examined this request, and to the best of my knowledge,
information, and belief, all statements of fact contained herein are true.

Authorized Person
Drew Lane
SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512
7235 ANTIOCH ROAD
SHAWNEE MSN, JOHNSON, KS 66204-1758
913-993-8801
drewlane@smsd.org

Certified Timestamp
01/28/2016 11:01 AM EST
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Kinetic UPS Bid















Exhibit 4 
Twotrees UPS Bid
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  AOS UPS Bid
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Sirius Switch Bid
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  NCS Switch Bid
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   AOS Switch Bid
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Twotrees Switch Bid







Exhibit 10 

FY 2016 FCDL for 471 No. 161026051, FRN 1699051920 (UPS FCDL)



E­Rate Productivity Center Thank you for your Funding Year 2016 Application for 
Universal Service Support and for any assistance you provided throughout our review. 

This post contains your Funding Commitment Decision Letter for the FY 2016 FCC Form 
471 Application Number 161026051 for SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512 – BEN 
137619.  The attached .csv file contains information about the committed status of the 
funding requests, and the FCDL Supplement contains additional important information. 
The FCDL date is 12/19/2016.

Please open the .csv file below for complete details about the commitments made for each 
of the Funding Requests. This file can be opened in any spreadsheet program. To make 
the information easier to read, first select the entire spreadsheet and then expand all of the 
columns in the document (in Excel, double click on the divider between the column 
headings, A, B, etc).

We are also sending this information to your service providers so that preparations can 
begin for delivering services based on the approved discount(s) after you file your FCC 
Form 486, Receipt of Service Confirmation Form.

The FCDL Supplement document provides more important information including steps for 
appealing USAC’s funding decisions. 

The “More Info” link below provides summary data about the commitments made to your 
company in this wave. Click on the date/time below to display the entire notification for 
easy printing.

Next Steps:
­ Work with your service provider to determine if you will receive discounted bills or if you 
will request reimbursement from USAC after paying your bills in full.
­ Review the Children's Internet Protection Act (CIPA) requirements. 
­ File the FCC Form 486 once you are ready to begin receiving services.
­ If you are paying the full bill, invoice USAC using the FCC Form 472, Billed Entity 
Applicant Reimbursement (BEAR) Form.

FY 2016 FCDL Supplement
PDF 113 KB

FCC Form 471 ­ 161026051 ­ SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512
CSV 2 KB

SMSD UPS 2016 ­ #16…

Dec 19, 2016    Comment  Hide Info

FCC Form 471
Application Number 161026051

Billed Entity Number
(BEN) 137619

Billed Entity Name SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512

Billed Entity FCC RN 0011775368

Applicant's Form
Identifier SMSD UPS 2016

FCDL Date Dec 19, 2016

Approved Amount $0.00

Denied Amount $224,804.57

Notification
Generated By eddieholt@eratesolutions.com

Notification
Generated On 12/19/2016 11:17 AM EST

https://portal.usac.org/suite/rest/a/content/latest/ioBDUvg2DtnG8p1r6NR3G4S__AN3n9cRrfKWnY9v0kqLAtWOTNo2Qmy-08/o
https://portal.usac.org/suite/rest/a/content/latest/ioBDUvg2DtnG8p1r6NR3G4S__AN3n9cRrfKWnY9v0kqLAtWOTNo2Qmy-08/o
https://portal.usac.org/suite/rest/a/content/latest/isBDUvg2DtnG8p1r6JU0mwc8d_jVisK1mZ_6o0BTNxN3vsUcr8_SCEeCN1J/o
https://portal.usac.org/suite/tempo/records/type/BugM_w/item/i0BDUvg2DtnG8p1r9MVjRB0sDvbq5HWqxplyarOAC6R8a991Aj9piDH9St1VA8/view/summary
mailto:eddieholt@eratesolutions.com


BEN BEN_NAME FRN FCC Form 
471

Status Service Type Establishing 
FCC Form 

470

SPIN Service 
Provider

Contract 
Number

Account 
Number

Service 
Start Date

Contract 
Expiration 

Date

Award 
Date

Expiration 
Date (All 

Extensions)

Months 
Of 

Service 
In 

Funding 
Year

Total 
Eligible 

Recurring 
Charges

Total Eligible 
One Time 
Charges

Total Pre-
Discount 
Charges

Discount 
Rate

Committed 
Amount

Application FCDL 
Comments

FCDL Comments Wave 
Number

Last 
Allowable 
Date For 
One Time 
Services

Consultan
t Name

CRN Consultant 
Employer 

Name

137619 SHAWNEE 
MISSION SCH 
DIST 512

1699051920 161026051 Denied Internal 
Connections

160021678 143005588 CDW 
Government 
LLC

7/1/2016 6/30/2017 4/11/2016 12 $0.00 $374,674.28 $374,674.28 60.00% $0.00 The Total Number of 
Part-Time Students for 
entity 17008652 was 
decreased from 8452 to 
621 students that could 
be validated by third 
party data.  The 
applicant supplied valid 
third party data to 
support the lower than 
requested Total 
Number of Part-Time 
Students for this 
school.  

DR1: Documentation provided 
during the review demonstrates 
that the cost of the proposals 
evaluated during your 
competitive bidding process 
included costs of both eligible, 
ineligible, and unposted products 
and services. FCC rules require 
applicants to carefully consider 
all bid solutions and choose the 
most cost effective solution with 
price of only the eligible products 
and services being the highest 
weighted factor in the bid 
evaluation process. The cost of 
ineligible  and uposted products 
and services can be included in 
the bid evaluation as long as it is 
a separate factor and is not 
included with the eligible portion 
of the products and services as 
the primary factor.  Because you 
included the cost of ineligible and 
unposted products and services 
in your evaluation of the price of 
each proposal, funding will be 
denied.     

26 9/30/2017 Ed Holt 16024804 eRate 
Solutions, 
L.L.C.



Exhibit 11 

FY 2016 FCDL for 471 No. 161025981, FRN 1699051692 (Switch FCDL)



E­Rate Productivity Center Thank you for your Funding Year 2016 Application for 
Universal Service Support and for any assistance you provided throughout our review. 

This post contains your Funding Commitment Decision Letter for the FY 2016 FCC Form 
471 Application Number 161025981 for SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512 – BEN 
137619.  The attached .csv file contains information about the committed status of the 
funding requests, and the FCDL Supplement contains additional important information. 
The FCDL date is 1/4/2017.

Please open the .csv file below for complete details about the commitments made for each 
of the Funding Requests. This file can be opened in any spreadsheet program. To make 
the information easier to read, first select the entire spreadsheet and then expand all of the 
columns in the document (in Excel, double click on the divider between the column 
headings, A, B, etc).

We are also sending this information to your service providers so that preparations can 
begin for delivering services based on the approved discount(s) after you file your FCC 
Form 486, Receipt of Service Confirmation Form.

The FCDL Supplement document provides more important information including steps for 
appealing USAC’s funding decisions. 

The “More Info” link below provides summary data about the commitments made to your 
company in this wave. Click on the date/time below to display the entire notification for 
easy printing.

Next Steps:
­ Work with your service provider to determine if you will receive discounted bills or if you 
will request reimbursement from USAC after paying your bills in full.
­ Review the Children's Internet Protection Act (CIPA) requirements. 
­ File the FCC Form 486 once you are ready to begin receiving services.
­ If you are paying the full bill, invoice USAC using the FCC Form 472, Billed Entity 
Applicant Reimbursement (BEAR) Form.

FY 2016 FCDL Supplement
PDF 113 KB

FCC Form 471 ­ 161025981 ­ SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512
CSV 3 KB

SMSD Nexus Switch 2…

Jan 5, 2017    Comment  Hide Info

FCC Form 471
Application Number 161025981

Billed Entity Number
(BEN) 137619

Billed Entity Name SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512

Billed Entity FCC RN 0011775368

Applicant's Form
Identifier SMSD Nexus Switch 2016

FCDL Date Jan 4, 2017

Approved Amount $0.00

Denied Amount $105,838.02

Notification
Generated By eddieholt@eratesolutions.com

Notification
Generated On 01/05/2017 10:10 AM EST

https://portal.usac.org/suite/rest/a/content/latest/ioBDUvg2DtnG8p1r6NR3G4S__AN3n9cRrfKWnY9v0kqLAtWOTNo2Qmy-08/o
https://portal.usac.org/suite/rest/a/content/latest/ioBDUvg2DtnG8p1r6NR3G4S__AN3n9cRrfKWnY9v0kqLAtWOTNo2Qmy-08/o
https://portal.usac.org/suite/rest/a/content/latest/isBDUvg2DtnG8p1r6JV328e_55uv4Hd_pQppxpeg3tEwlKzqk7FUVuyArdK/o
https://portal.usac.org/suite/tempo/records/type/BugM_w/item/i0BDUvg2DtnG8p1r9MVjRB0sDvbq5LTrRpluP0Ib0p747zMMdbKkrZZEtEC5tI/view/summary
mailto:eddieholt@eratesolutions.com


BEN 137619
BEN_NAME SHAWNEE MISSION SCH DIST 512
FRN 1699051692
FCC Form 471 161025981
Status Denied
Service Type Internal Connections
Establishing FCC Form 470 160021678
SPIN 143004544
Service Provider Sirius Computer Solutions, Inc.
Contract Number
Account Number
Service Start Date 7/1/2016
Contract Expiration Date 6/30/2017
Award Date 4/1/2016
Expiration Date (All Extensions)
Months Of Service In Funding Year 12
Total Eligible Recurring Charges $0.00
Total Eligible One Time Charges $131,653.20
Total Pre-Discount Charges $131,653.20
Discount Rate 60.00%
Committed Amount $0.00

Application FCDL Comments

The total number of Part-Time Students for entity Center for Academic 
Achievement was decreased from 8452 to 621 students that could be 
validated by third party data.  The applicant supplied valid third party data to 
support the lower than requested  total number of Part-Time Students for 
this school.  
 <><><><><> FRN(s) modified in accordance with a RAL request.

FCDL Comments

DR1: Documentation provided during the review demonstrates that the cost 
of the proposals evaluated during your competitive bidding process included 
costs of both eligible, ineligible, and unposted products and services. FCC 
rules require applicants to carefully consider all bid solutions and choose the 
most cost effective solution with price of only the eligible products and 
services being the highest weighted factor in the bid evaluation process. The 
cost of ineligible and unposted products and services can be included in the 
bid evaluation as long as it is a separate factor and is not included with the 
eligible portion of the products and services as the primary factor.  Because 
you included the cost of ineligible and unposted products and services in 
your evaluation of the price of each proposal, funding will be denied.      
<><><><><> DR2: FCC Rules require applicants to carefully consider all bids 
submitted by service providers and to choose the most cost effective 
solution.  Documentation provided demonstrates that the applicant did not 
consider all of the bids that were submitted.  Therefore, the applicant has 
violated the competitive bidding program rules.
 <><><><><> MR1: All entities in the district have been added to the FRN as 
recipients of service at the request of the applicant. <><><><><> MR2: The 
amount of the funding request was changed from $176,396.70 to 
$131,653.20 to remove the ineligible products; Con-SAU-N7DCNMSB, Con-
SNT-N7K-C7009, Con-SNT-N7KKSMNK9, Con-SNT-2248EBA, Cisco Nexus 7000 
series network analysis module, N7K-SBUN-P1.

Wave Number 28
Last Allowable Date For One Time Services 9/30/2017
Consultant Name Ed Holt
CRN 16024804
Consultant Employer Name eRate Solutions, L.L.C.



Exhibit 12 
UPS Services Bid Comparison Chart



PART# QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST PART# QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST PART# QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST PART# QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST
SM2200RMXL2UP 555 $564.84 $313,486.20 SM2200RMXL2UP 555 $1,196.57 $664,096.35 SM2200RMXL2UP 555 $604.00 $335,220.00 PS2200RT3-120XR* 555 $687.46 $381,540.30
2-9USTAND 555 $24.88 $13,808.40 2-9USTAND 555 NO BID $0.00 2-9USTAND 555 $32.50 $18,037.50 2-9USTAND 555 NO BID $0.00
BP48V27-2US 70 $492.00 $34,440.00 BP48V27-2US* 70 $569.23 $39,846.10 BP48V27-2US 70 $538.00 $37,660.00 PSRT3-48VBXR 70 $221.76 $15,523.20

$361,734.60 $703,942.45 $390,917.50 $397,063.50

PART# QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST PART# QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST PART# QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST PART# QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST
WEXT2J 555 $112.00 $62,160.00 WEXT2J 555 NO Bid $0.00 WEXT2J 555 $123.00 $68,265.00 3WEPS2200RT3XR 555 $210.63 $116,899.65
WEXT3M 70 $252.00 $17,640.00 WEXT3M 70 NO Bid $0.00 WEXT3M 70 $277.00 $19,390.00 3WEPSRT3-48VBXR* 70 $71.76 $5,023.20
SNMPWEBCARD 555 $100.00 $55,500.00 SNMPWEBCARD 555 NO BID $0.00 SNMPWEBCARD 555 $110.50 $61,327.50 WEBCARD-RT3* 555 $95.32 $52,902.60

$135,300.00 $0.00 $148,982.50 $174,825.45
*Its math is wrong on these, too. 

$71.76 x 70 is $5,023.20, NOT $5,022.99
$703,942.45 $95.32 x 555 is $52,902.60, NOT $52,902.05

$361,734.60 $0.00 $390,917.50 $397,063.50

$135,300.00 $387,293.99 $148,982.50 $174,825.45

$497,034.60 $1,091,236.44 $539,900.00 $571,888.95

DID NOT BID MAINTENANCE SPECIFICALLY REQUESTED ON 
470

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL BID

TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST TOTAL BID FOR OTHER PROJECTS/INCORRECT BIDS

TOTAL INELIGIBLE COSTTOTAL ELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL BID TOTAL BID

Two Trees

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

*We only need 70, but they quoted 625.

CDW Kinetic Technologies

TOTAL BID

DID NOT BID THE RACK TO TOWER CONVERSION KIT.
470 SAYS IT IS NEEDED BY THE SCHOOL DIST

AOS

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST

UPS BID

*Its math is wrong:  $687.46 x 555 = $381,540.30, NOT 
$381,538.08

TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST



Exhibit 13 

Nexus Switch Bid Comparison Chart



PART # QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST
N7K-C7009 1 $55,200.00 $55,200.00 1 $47,040.00 $47,040.00 1 $12,626.00 $12,626.00 1 $47,342.40 $47,342.40
N2K-C2248TP-E 2 $4,435.72 $8,871.43 2 $3,780.00 $7,560.00 NO BID $0.00 2 $3,804.30 $7,608.60
N7K-AC-6.0KW 2 $2,957.15 $5,914.30 2 $2,520.00 $5,040.00 1 $3,788.00 $3,788.00 2 $2,536.20 $5,072.40
CON-SW-2248EBA 2 $158.41 $316.81 2 $153.40 $306.80 NO BID $0.00 2 $153.28 $306.56
CON-SNT-N7K-C7009 1 $7,385.40 $7,385.40 1 $5,818.80 $5,818.80 1 $6,130.00 $6,130.00 1 $5,814.32 $5,814.32
SFP-H10GB-CU5M 2 $73.93 $147.86 2 $63.00 $126.00 NO BID $0.00 2 $63.41 $126.82
SFP-H10GB-CU3M 2 $49.29 $98.57 2 $42.00 $84.00 NO BID $0.00 2 $42.27 $84.54
SFP-10G-SR 8 $490.39 $3,923.14 8 $417.90 $3,343.20 NO BID $0.00 8 $420.59 $3,364.72
N7K-SBUN-P1 1 $31,071.43 $31,071.43 1 $21,000.00 $21,000.00 NO BID $0.00 1 $21,135.00 $21,135.00
N7K-C7009-FD-MB 1 $739.28 $739.28 1 $630.00 $630.00 NO BID $0.00 1 $634.05 $634.05
N7K-F248XT-25E-P1 1 $14,292.85 $14,292.85 1 $12,180.00 $12,180.00 NO BID $0.00 1 $12,258.30 $12,258.30
N7K-F248XP-25E 2 $21,685.71 $43,371.42 2 $18,480.00 $36,960.00 NO BID $0.00 2 $18,598.80 $37,197.60

$171,332.49 $140,088.80 $22,544.00 $140,945.31

N7K-Lan1K9 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1 $9,385.00 $9,385.00 $0.00 $0.00
N7K-SUP2 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1 $15,635.00 $15,635.00 $0.00 $0.00
N7K-USB-8GB $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 1 $892.00 $892.00 $0.00 $0.00
CON-SNT-N7KSMNK9 1 $4,950.00 $4,950.00 1 $3,900.00 $3,900.00 NO BID $0.00 1 $3,897.00 $3,897.00
N7K-C7009-FAB-2 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 3 $7,505.00 $22,515.00 $0.00 $0.00
N7K-SM-NAM-9G-K9 1 $46,604.04 $46,604.04 1 $31,497.90 $31,497.90 NO BID $0.00 1 $31,700.39 $31,700.39
CON-SAU-N7DCNMSB 1 $1,155.00 $1,155.00 1 $910.00 $910.00 NO BID $0.00 1 $909.30 $909.30
N7K-MODLE-BLANK 3 $49.27 $147.86 NO BID $0.00 NO BID $0.00 NO BID $0.00

$52,856.90 $36,307.90 $48,427.00 $36,506.69

$171,332.49 $140,088.80 $22,544.00 $140,945.31
$52,856.90 $36,307.90 $48,427.00 $36,506.69

$224,189.39 $176,396.70 $70,971.00 $177,452.00

*Twotrees' bid did not include all of the 
necessary components SMSD sought

TOTAL INELIGIBILE

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST
TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL BID

Cisco Nexus 7009 Bundle

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST
TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL BID

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST
TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL BID

TOTAL ELIGIBLE

TOTAL INELIGIBILETOTAL INELIGIBILE

TOTAL ELIGIBLE COST
TOTAL INELIGIBLE COST

TOTAL BID

Two Trees*Sirius AOS

TOTAL ELIGIBLE TOTAL ELIGIBLE

TOTAL INELIGIBILE

TOTAL ELIGIBLE

NCS
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